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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	This manuscript is significant because the results illustrate the experiences of health workers in providing health education to women during antenatal and immunization services. The findings also strengthen the scientific evidence on maternal and child health education practices in health facilities and can serve as a basis for improving health workers' communication strategies to make services more effective and tailored to women's needs.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4= Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	    3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	    3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	   4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  4 = Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	 3 = Satisfactory
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the title of the article is appropriate, as it reflects the research focus, namely the experiences of health workers in women's health education at antenatal and immunization clinics in AEFUTHA, Ebonyi State.

However, the title could be made more academic and concise with some grammatical corrections.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes. it could be improved to be more academically sound. The methods section should explain the type of mixed-methods used. The results section is good because it presents quantitative data and qualitative findings, but could be summarized to avoid overcrowding.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	This manuscript is scientifically sound and relevant, discussing the experiences of health workers in women's health education in antenatal and immunization services and using a mixed-methods approach with surveys and interviews. However, the manuscript is not yet fully scientifically sound due to several methodological and technical weaknesses.

Some areas that need improvement include: inconsistent sample size, with the abstract mentioning 79 health workers, while the results state that only 76 questionnaires were analyzed. The qualitative method also fails to explain the number of informants, informant selection techniques, interview process, and how to ensure the validity of the qualitative data. Furthermore, the use of the term "lived experiences" should be supported by a clear qualitative design. The reference section also needs to be reviewed, as several sources appear incomplete or insufficiently robust.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. The references are not yet fully adequate because there are still several problems, such as incomplete, unclear, or academically weak sources. Some citations in the text do not appear consistent with the bibliography. Suggestions for improvement: use primary references from reputable journals and official reports, ensure all citations in the text are in the bibliography, all DOIs are correct, and references that are too general or unclear are replaced with relevant original research articles. Older references may still be used for theoretical basis, but for maternal health data, ANC, immunization, and health workers, it is best to use the most recent sources from the last 5 years.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes Ethical issues exist because the manuscript does not clearly state ethical approval, informed consent, respondent confidentiality, and the participant's right to refuse or discontinue participation. Because this research involves healthcare workers as survey respondents and interview informants, ethical aspects must be explained in the methods.

Suggested improvement: Add an Ethical Consideration subsection that includes the ethics approval number, institutional permission, respondents' written consent, data anonymity, confidentiality, and the principle of voluntary participation.
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